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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the US patent of Higashi et al. (6,014,322) in view of the US reissued patent of 
Winch et al. (RE39,446). 

As to claim 17, Higashi discloses a first bulk power supply (1); a second bulk 
power supply (2); at least one isolation diode (26) for hot swapping between the first 
and second bulk power supplies (1 ,2) without disabling the first (1 ) or second (2) bulk 
power supply; and an output receiver (+V) that receives output from the diode (26) (see 
column 5, lines 1 2-1 7 and Figure 1 ). Higashi does not disclose the claimed line filter. 

Winch discloses a line filter (10) that receives AC input power (from, e.g., a wall 
outlet), wherein the line filter (10) suppresses harmonic signals from reflecting back into 
an AC input line (12) (see column 5, lines 19-26; column 6, lines 51-65; column 10, lines 
23-49; and Figure 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time of the invention, to have modified Higashi by inserting the line filter of Winch at 
the AC input of each bulk power supply, in order to more effectively suppress power line 
harmonics (see Winch, column 10, lines 47-49). 

As to claim 20, Higashi discloses a control logic (22) for controlling the bulk 
power supply system (see column 4, lines 56-61 and Figure 1). 

5. Claims 18, 24, 26-28, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Higashi in view of Winch, and further in view of the US patent of 
Gegner (5,404,092). 

As to claims 18 and 28, Higashi discloses a rectifier (11-14) for converting AC 
input power into DC power, and a converter (16-20) that receives DC power. Higashi in 
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view of Winch do not disclose the claimed power factor correction/adjustment circuit. 
Gegner discloses a power factor correction circuit (503); and a converter (506) that 
receives the DC power after power factor correction (see column 4, lines 56-65 and 
Figure 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of 
the invention, to have used a line filter and power factor correction circuit with each of 
the bulk power supplies of Higashi in view of Winch, in order to generate a smooth, 
regulated DC voltage with a desired power factor from each bulk power supply. 

As to claim 24, Higashi in view of Winch and Gegner do not disclose the 0.98 
power factor value; however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of the invention, to have selected the 0.98 power factor value, because 
selections of values of operational levels for an electronic device are engineering 
decisions based upon the system's intended use and the expected requirements of the 
systems with which it will interface. See MPEP §2144.04 IV (A). 

In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 
1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal Circuit held that, 
where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of 
relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative 
dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device 
was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

As to claim 26, Higashi in view of Gegner disclose first and second converter 
chains (bulk power supplies) comprising first and second line filters, rectifiers, power 
factor corrections, and converters, as set forth above. The isolation diode (26) of 
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Higashi switches between the first and second bulk power supplies (1 ,2) upon failure of 
one of the bulk power supplies (1 ,2) (see column 5, lines 1 2-1 7). 

As to claim 27, the switching between the converter chains of Higashi occurs 
instantaneously ("while maintaining the power supply to the load") (see column 5, lines 
12-17). 

As to claim 32, Higashi in view of Winch and Gegner do not disclose the 0.98 
power factor value; however, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of the invention, to have selected the 0.98 power factor value, because 
selections of values of operational levels for an electronic device are engineering 
decisions based upon the system's intended use and the expected requirements of the 
systems with which it will interface. See MPEP §2144.04 IV (A). 

In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 
1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal Circuit held that, 
where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of 
relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative 
dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device 
was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

6. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Higashi 
in view of Winch as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of the US patent of 
Brown etal. (5,481,730). 

As to claim 21 , Higashi in view of Winch disclose all of the claimed features, as 
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set forth above, except for the claimed power monitoring. Brown discloses control logic 
for a power supply system which sends and receives status information to and from a 
power monitor via a connector (see column 1 , lines 48-59). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to have incorporated such 
control logic into the system of Higashi in view of Winch, in order to anticipate 
impending problems and prevent hardware failures. 

7. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Higashi in view of Winch and Brown, as applied to claim 21 above, and further in 
view of the US patent of Li (6,700,767). 

As to claims 22 and 23, Higashi in view of Winch and Brown disclose all of the 
claimed features, as set forth above, except for the claimed fan. Li discloses a fan (see 
Figure 1) for cooling a bulk power supply system, further comprising at least one bias 
supply (Vcc) for supplying power to the fan (see column 2, lines 31-44 and Figures 1 
and 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the 
invention, to have used a fan with a bias supply such as that taught by Li to supply 
power to the fan and the control logic of Higashi in view of Winch and Brown, in order to 
prevent damage to the circuitry due to an over temperature condition. 

8. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Higashi 
in view of Winch as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of the US patent of 
Kociecki (6,198,642). 

As to claim 25, Higashi in view of Winch disclose all of the claimed features, as 
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set forth above, except for the claimed load share controller. Kociecki, drawn to a 
compact multiple output power supply, discloses a load share controller (696) to control 
load sharing in a bulk power supply system (see column 20, line 26 - column 21 , line 
1 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the 
invention, to have used the Unitrade Corp. type UC3902 load share controller, as taught 
by Kociecki, to control load sharing in the system of Higashi, in order to ensure that 
each load receives its proper voltage and current. 

9. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Higashi 
in view of Winch and Gegner as applied to claim 28 above, and further in view of the US 
patent of Cabaniss et al. (5,790,394). 

As to claim 30, Higashi in view of Winch and Gegner disclose all of the claimed 
features, as set forth above, except for a chassis. Cabaniss discloses providing power 
back to a chassis (205) for distribution to components of a user system (see column 3, 
lines 2-12 and Figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time of the invention, to provide the output power from the system of Higashi in 
view of Winch and Gegner back to a chassis for distribution to other components of the 
user system, as per the teaching of Cabaniss, because user systems have many 
different components requiring different voltages, and it is more efficient for multiple 
components to be connected to a common chassis/backplane. 

10. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Higashi 
in view of Winch and Gegner as applied to claim 28 above, and further in view of Brown. 

As to claim 31, Higashi in view of Winch and Gegner disclose all of the claimed 
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features, as set forth above, except for sending and receiving status information 
between a power monitor and the user system. Brown discloses control logic for a 
power supply system which sends and receives status information to and from a power 
monitor via a connector (see column 1 , lines 48-59). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to have incorporated such control 
logic into the system of Higashi in view of Winch and Gegner, in order to anticipate 
impending problems and prevent hardware failures. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments that there is no disclosure in Gegner related to filter 501 
being used to suppress harmonic signals from reflecting back into an AC input line, see 
Remarks, filed January 15, 2008, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 17-32 under 
35 U.S.C. 102(e) and 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Winch. 

12. Applicant's arguments regarding column 8, lines 6-7 of Gegner relating to DC-DC 
conversion instead of AC-DC conversion, and no AC lines in which harmonic signals 
may reflect, have been considered and are not persuasive, but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hal I. Kaplan whose telephone number is 571-272-8587. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Sherry can be reached on 571-272-2084. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Michael J Sherry/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2836 
hik 



